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PART I: INTRODUCTION 

 
This report is an extension of the June 2006 report titled “Macro-Corridor Study: 

Smith to West Garrard 345-kV Transmission Project” (“Macro-Corridor Study”) prepared 
by East Kentucky Power Cooperative (EKPC) and submitted to the Rural Utilities Service 
(RUS) as part of the EKPC’s compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act and 
related regulations.  

The Macro-Corridor Study documents the stages of routing that were undertaken to 
analyze project area data and develop a macro corridor and alternative corridors for the 
Smith to West Garrard 345-kV project.  The report describes the development of a built 
environment alternative corridor, a natural environment alternative corridor, an engineering 
environment alternative corridor and simple average alterative corridor.  

These corridors were generated using a routing methodology developed by the Electric 
Power Research Institute (EPRI) and Georgia Transmission Corporation (GTC).  It is 
referred to in this report as the EPRI-GTC methodology. This methodology has been 
adapted for use in Kentucky with the Kentucky Siting Model, which is described in the 
Macro-Corridor Study.  Figure 1 below is a graphical representation of the steps in the 
EPRI-GTC routing methodology. 

               FIGURE 1: EPRI-GTC Routing Methodology 

 
 
This report, titled “Selection of Preferred Route: Smith to West Garrard 345-kV 

Transmission Project,” documents the steps taken by EKPC to begin with the Macro-
Corridor Study results, develop viable alternative routes and select a final preferred route 
using the EPRI-GTC methodology. 

Open house 
     conducted 
     by EKPC 
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PART II: ALTERNATIVE CORRIDORS 

 
On July 11, 2006, RUS conducted a public scoping meeting in Richmond, Ky., to 

solicit information and gather comments for the preparation of an Environmental 
Assessment of this project. Approximately 25 people attended the scoping meeting. Maps 
of Alternative Corridors, which were generated by the EPRI-GTC routing model as 
documented in the Macro-Corridor Study, were presented at that scoping meeting. Copies 
of the Macro-Corridor Study were made available for public review and comment during 
and after this meeting and at public libraries in Clark, Garrard and Madison counties. 
Personnel from RUS and EKPC were available to solicit comments and answer questions. 
Appendix A contains copies of the public comments submitted to RUS during the scoping 
meeting and during the subsequent comment period. 

 
Figures 2 through 4 display the Alternative Corridors that were developed for each of 

the three environments, as described in the Macro-Corridor Study. Figure 5 on page 5 
displays the Simple Average Alternative Corridor. Figure 6 on page 5 overlays the 
corridors from the three environments and the Simple Average Corridor in order to create a 
single combined alternative corridor. 

 
 

FIGURE 2: Built Environment Alternative Corridors 

 
 
 



Selection of Preferred Route: Smith-West Garrard 
 
  
 

 Page 4              East Kentucky Power Cooperative                       

FIGURE 3: Natural Environment Alternative Corridors 

 
 
 

FIGURE 4: Engineering Environment Alternative Corridors 
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FIGURE 5: Simple Average Alternative Corridors 

 
 

FIGURE 6: Combined Alternative Corridors 
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PART III: ALTERNATIVE ROUTE CORRIDORS 

 
Two independent teams of transmission line professionals from EKPC analyzed aerial 

photography, topographic maps, windshield field survey information, and GIS data 
collected in conjunction with the EPRI/GTC model to further examine the Alternative 
Corridors identified in Part II of this report.  

 
These are some typical features examined by these teams. 

• Opportunities for co-locating with existing lines are considered.  
• Potential road crossings are examined to ensure that a crossing is possible 

under Department of Transportation guidelines.   
• Potential stream and river crossings are evaluated to ensure they would meet 

the requirements of the applicable regulatory agencies. 
• Potential angle points are evaluated to verify that the slope and terrain would 

accommodate construction of a structure.  
• Potential proximity to residential, commercial, industrial and agricultural 

buildings. 
• Existing linear features, such as fences or property lines, are taken into account. 
• Land use (residential, agricultural, commercial or industrial) is evaluated. 
• Properties that are listed on the National Register of Historic Places GIS 

database as provided by the National Park Service, and locations provided by 
the Kentucky Heritage Council are identified and taken into consideration. 

 
Using this information, each team developed Alternative Route Corridor Centerlines 

within the previously established Alternative Corridors. For this project, some portions of 
the Alternative Route Corridor Centerlines fell outside of the Alternative Corridors. 
However, this occurred only in instances where portions of affected parcels of property 
were already included in the Alternative Corridors. These approximate centerlines were not 
intended to become the final centerline, but only serve as a basis for the formation of the 
Alternative Route Corridors to be presented to the public in order to gather more detailed 
routing  information and comment.   

 
Figures 7 and 8 on page 7 display separately the Alternative Route Corridor 

Centerlines generated by each team. Figure 9 on page 8 overlays the Alternative Route 
Corridor Centerlines generated by both of EKPC’s independent routing teams. 
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FIGURE 7: Alternative Route Corridor Centerlines, As Identified by Team 1 

 
 
 
FIGURE 8: Alternative Route Corridor Centerlines, As Identified by Team 2 
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FIGURE 9: Alternative Route Corridor Centerlines, Both Teams 
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After developing the Alternative Route Corridor Centerlines independently, the routing 
teams met to discuss the centerlines they had developed, and to combine their efforts into 
one set of route corridor centerlines. The resulting Merged Alternative Route Corridor 
Centerlines are displayed in Figure 10 below. 
 
FIGURE 10: Merged Alternative Route Corridor Centerlines 
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The Merged Alternative Route Corridor Centerlines were the basis for the Alternative 
Route Corridors, which were presented to property owners and the public during open 
houses conducted by EKPC in August 2006. Beginning with the Merged Alternative Route 
Corridor Centerlines, the Alternative Route Corridors were formed by expanding the 
centerlines to one-half mile wide corridors on greenfield segments and 1,000 feet wide 
corridors on segments co-located with existing transmission lines. (“Greenfield” refers to 
segments of proposed line that would be constructed where electric transmission lines do 
not currently exist.) Figure 11 below shows the Alternative Route Corridors. 

 
 
FIGURE 11: Smith-West Garrard Alternative Route Corridors 
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PART IV: ALTERNATIVE ROUTES 

 
EKPC hosted two public open houses to collect more information about the 

Alternative Route Corridors and to provide information about the project to the public. The 
first was on Aug. 29, 2006, in Lancaster, Ky., and the second on August 31, 2006, in 
Richmond, Ky. Using information from county Property Valuation Administrators, EKPC 
identified the names and addresses of the owners of property parcels crossed by the 
Alternative Route Corridors. Property owners were mailed letters to inform them their 
property could be affected by this project and to invite them to attend the open houses. 
These letters also contained a detailed packet of information about the proposed project, 
including a map of the Alternative Route Corridors. In addition, EKPC’s open houses were 
advertised in newspapers of general circulation in Clark, Garrard and Madison counties. 
These newspaper advertisements included a map of the Alternative Route Corridors. 

 
At the open houses, EKPC personnel were present to solicit information from 

individuals concerning the proposed Alternative Route Corridors and to answer questions 
about the project.  Attached as Appendix B is a compilation of comments received at the 
two open houses hosted by EKPC.   

 
Following the open houses, EKPC personnel met to further refine the Alternative 

Route Corridors into route segments, taking into account the information that was gathered 
at the open houses.  Appendix C contains a list of corresponding actions or responses by 
EKPC to determine the final route segment locations.  Figure 12 on page 12 displays the 
centerlines of the merged route corridors and the final route segments based on the 
information gathered at the open houses. 
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FIGURE 12: Adjusted Alternative Route Corridor Centerlines 

 
 
 

After taking into account all centerline segments, a total of 16 possible Alternative 
Routes were evaluated using the EPRI-GTC model, as well as the extra steps by EKPC to 
incorporate public comment. This evaluation included all feasible routes connecting the 
line segments displayed in Figure 12 above. 

Figure 13 on page 13 displays the Alternative Routes that were evaluated. An “r” in 
the route name indicates a route that would involve rebuilding segments 10 and/or 12 rather 
than paralleling these segments. 
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PART V: ALTERNATIVE ROUTE COMPARISON 
 

The EPRI-GTC Route Evaluation Model applies a statistical comparison to Alternative 
Routes based on predefined weighted criteria.  These comparisons focus on the Built, 
Natural, and Engineering Environments. Separate comparisons are conducted placing 
emphasis on each of these three environments. Then, a separate comparison is conducted 
equally balancing the environments. Thus, there are four statistical comparisons conducted 
for each of the routes.  Table 2 on page 16 displays the criteria used in evaluating routes. 
Each of the three environments displayed is weighted equally, and each criterion contained 
within each environment has its own weighting applied within that environment.  If there 
are no features associated with a criterion for all alternative routes, then the associated 
weighting is distributed proportionately across the other criteria within that environment.  

 
The tables on the following pages summarize the results of the complete statistical 

analysis of the 16 routes that were scored using the EPRI-GTC routing methodology.  
Table 1 on page 15 summarizes cost estimates associated with each of the routes, taking 
into account the line length for single-circuit or double-circuit construction, line angles, 
clearing costs and easement costs.   

 
This data was then transferred to Table 2 on page 16. This table summarizes the 

features identified for each criterion on each of the alternative routes, as well as the 
normalization of this data. Normalization is a statistical process that fits a wide range of 
data into a scale of values between 0 and 1 for comparison purposes. A relatively lower 
normalized score for a route indicates a relatively higher suitability for a transmission line 
along that route. After normalizing the data, a comparison was conducted based on the 
weightings identified for each of the criteria.  As noted earlier, weightings for any criteria 
not represented by a feature within an alternative route are distributed across the other 
items within the categories.  This occurs in both the Built and Natural Environments where 
instances of residences within the right-of-way, proximity to industrial buildings, proximity 
to special parcels, and wetland acres were not identified in any of the routes. As a result, 
the weightings of these criteria are distributed proportionately across the other criteria. 

 
Four comparisons were conducted.  Each of the first three comparisons put a “five 

times” emphasis on a different environment.  The fourth comparison, the Simple Average 
Comparison, weighted the three environments equally.  Tables 3, 4, 5, and 6 show the 
scoring of each of the routes with the respective weightings.  Table 7 on page 26 is a 
composite summary showing the scores of each route in all the environments and averaged. 

 
Because the Simple Average Comparison places equal weighting on each of the 

environments, the top three routes from the simple average comparison were analyzed in 
the Expert Judgment phase.  The top three alternative routes analyzed in the Expert 
Judgment phase were Gr, Er, and Hr. They are shown in Figure 14 on page 27. 
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FIGURE 14: Alternative Routes Er, Gr and Hr 
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PART VI: EXPERT JUDGMENT 
 

The final step of the EPRI-GTC routing methodology is to evaluate each of the 
final three routes by applying expert judgment.  This step is accomplished by 
reviewing select issues on each of the routes, and assigning them a rating of low, 
medium, or high impact.  Each of categories of expert judgment is listed below and a 
chart showing the final score is displayed in Table 8 below. 

 
  TABLE 8: Expert Judgment Scoring 

 
 
 
Visual Issues—The siting team defined visual issues as impacts to people in the 

immediate area that are not directly crossed by the proposed transmission line project.  
Routes Er and Gr were considered to have medium impact on visual issues since they 
have 11.9 miles and 12.6 miles, respectively, of new right-of-way, which introduces a 
new visual impact to areas that are vacant of transmission lines at this time.  Route Hr 
also was given a medium impact score due to the section of rebuild of the existing 
line near Ky. 39. Rebuild of the existing 69-kV transmission line in this area will 
require taller structures, which will be more visible from the road. 

 
Community Issues—The siting team defined community issues as impacts on 

the public that result from the project.  Routes Er and Gr are considered to have high 
impact as compared to Route Hr because of the greater length of greenfield right-of-
way.  Route Hr is considered a medium impact since it is mostly rebuild south of 
Newby substation. This impact is indicated by the amount of new acreage of 
easement that is required by the proposed routes.  Routes Er and Gr will require 
approximately 452 and 455 acres of new easement, respectively, while Route Hr will 
require approximately 37 acres less of new easement. 

 
Rights-of-Way Schedule—The siting team defined rights-of-way schedule as 

impacts on the project schedule due to right-of-way acquisition. Routes Er and Gr are 
considered to have medium impact compared to Route Hr because of the greater 
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length of greenfield right-of-way, which would require new easements.  Route Hr is 
considered low impact because it is mostly rebuild of an existing line south of the 
Newby substation and is co-located for approximately 75 percent of its length while 
Routes Er and Gr are co-located for only 66 percent and 64 percent, respectively. 

 
Construction/Maintenance Accessibility—All three routes are given low 

impact scores due to reasonable access from existing roads and/or rights-of-way. 
 
Regulatory Issues—Recent Kentucky Public Service Commission orders have 

highly encouraged utilities to co-locate and /or rebuild electric transmission lines 
whenever reasonable.  Taking this into account, the siting team gave Routes Er and 
Gr medium impact scores because they have 2.9 miles and 3.6 miles more greenfield 
rights-of-way, respectively, than Route Hr. Route Hr was given a low impact score 
because it better reflects recent orders issued by the PSC on transmission line 
locations in Kentucky since it has more co-location than the other two routes. 

 
The siting team also took into consideration issues that apply to impacts on 

cultural/historic resources.  EKPC employed two cultural/historic consultants to 
inventory the Area of Potential Effect (APE), as agreed upon by EKPC, RUS, and the 
Kentucky State Historic Preservation Office.  Initial findings revealed a structure that 
may be eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places. This structure 
is located on both Routes Er and Gr. The approximate location of this structure is 
shown on Figure 15 below.  This finding contributed to the medium impact score for 
Routes Er and Gr.  

 
FIGURE 15: Location of a Potentially Eligible Structure 
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PART VII: CONCLUSION 
 

Based on the total analysis, including the application of Expert Judgment, Route 
Hr was selected by EKPC as the preferred route.   
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EK Map 
No(s) First name Last name Open House comments EKPC Followup

2 J. Todd & Billie L. Scobee 

3, 5d Russell & Cherie Tracy 
4 William M. & Janice N. Alexander 

5a, 5b Tracy & Yana Hoover 

T. Mumm: Hoovers prefer line to parallel on north side. 
Hoovers complained about activities of EKPC contractor on 
previous project. EKPC proposes to parallel existing line on north side on #5a, #5b.

5c Donnie & Phyllis Lainhart 

6, 7 Kathlyn Friend 

H.K. Cunningham: Ms. Friend wants gravel on land where 
Smith-Lake Reba crosses Clark Energy line. A pond bank and 
ruts need to be repaired. 

T. Hayes of EKPC contacted Ms. Friend on 11-21-06 and discussed 
repairing roadway, fields and pond bank.

8 James E. & Betty Jane Short 

9 Billy R. & Janet M. Short 

B. Grillon: Shorts have a cabin on the edge of the corridor. 
Shorts and EKPC have not settled on first line. Shorts say fences 
were damaged and roads left with trenches in them. Felt 
compensation on last line crossing was not fair. EKPC to resolve easement damages on existing right-of-way.

10 Thomas & Susan Clark 
11 G.E. Black 

12, 15, 16 Reubin Jr. & Sherill Bailey 

G. Harvey: Mr. Bailey is unhappy with the project. He wants to 
lease property to EKPC instead of granting an easement. He said 
he prefers that new line be located on north side of existing line. EKPC's proposed route is to the north of existing line.

13 J.C. & Ida O. Wall 
14, 17 Edith Smith 

Appendix C Summary of Open House Comments and EKPC Response Page 1 of 21



EK Map 
No(s) First name Last name Open House comments EKPC Followup

19 Tanya Baker Witt 

M.J. Warner: After Sept. 5, call Duane Curry, codes 
enforcement officer at Madison County Planning & Zoning, to 
see if EKPC should go to meeting 1st or 3rd Tuesday. Dr. Witt 
prefers brown steel. Clean up structures north of I-75 at 1st exit; 
erosion concerns; rebuild if possible. Water regulations in 
county. Would prefer EKPC build new double-circuit line, then 
move circuit over and tear down old line and poles.
T. Mumm: Dr. Witt would prefer rebuild because of erodable 
soil. Parallel on the north. I-75 crossing is messy. EKPC should 
meet with county planning board. Email contour map to 
wwitt1@hughes.net 

R. Terrill emailed a contour map to Dr. Witt. In a followup phone 
conversation with Terrill, Dr. Witt said a field visit would not be 
necessary.
N. Comer and R. Terrill made a presentation to the Madison 
County Planning and Zoning Commission on Dec.5, 2006. Several 
commission members expressed a preference that EKPC rebuild 
existing transmission lines rather than co-locating beside existing 
lines.
EKPC is taking photos to document possible erosion.

20 Harold B. & Martha H. Barton 
B. Murrey: Bartons prefer line on south side. OK to survey. 859-
527-3812.

On EKPC Parcel #21, EKPC considered routing line on south side 
but would impact improvements on Parcel #22. In addition, would 
require guys.

21, 29 Harold & Evelyn Harris 

Returned open house survey.
T. Mumm: Mr. Harris prefers transmission line be located on 
south side with no guy wires. Keep out of fields.

Line could not be located south of existing line due to buildings on 
adjacent property.

22 Joan Shackelford 

23 William B. & Carlavon L. Wells 
B. Grillon: Property owner had questions about easement 
negotiations, which were addressed.

24 William Haden & Ruby Harris 

D. Adams: Mr. Harris' father owns #21 & 31. The existing line 
has poles that have taken away good pasture land. Preference is 
for new line to be south of the existing line. Also, wants poles 
located so as not to take away good pasture land on his father's 
parcels. Wants to be notified about plans on his father's parcels.

Structures will be located outside of agricultural operations, if 
possible. Line could not be located south of existing line due to 
buildings on adjacent property.

25 Hart Farms Ltd.

26 Jeptha & Genevieve H. Fortney 

T. Mumm: Fortneys prefer line be located on south side. On 
previous occasions, have had problems with access, cutting 
fences and leaving gates open. Buildings on Parcel #22 limit ability to move south.

27 Pamela & Gloria Crabtree Love 
28, 30 Terry Allen & Rosana Wilson 

31 Harold Harris 

Returned open house survey.
T. Mumm: Mr. Harris said he does not have a preference which 
side line is located.

32, 33 Orval M. Reid 
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EK Map 
No(s) First name Last name Open House comments EKPC Followup

34 Verna Eaton 

35 Charles J. and Nicole M. Neeley
36 Donald G. & Sheile Edwards 
37 Ruby Pearson R. Terrill: Land a little rougher. OK to survey. 582-6648

38 Steven W. Brassfield 

G. Harvey: Mr. Brassfield's property is off the right of way but 
he is concerned about static on fences and metal roof. He prefers 
the line be on side away from his house. Proposed route is located on side away from house.

39 Saundra V. Caudill 

B. Grillon: There is a 24" gas line on the western property line. 
Caudills prefer use of non-restricted herbicides.  
M.J. Warner: Ms. Caudill wants advance calls on entry and for 
future maintenance. She wants to discuss restrictions on access 
path to easement and has concerns about "issues" vs. "money." 
She asked if there will be more circuits in future and expressed 
preference for double circuiting line. She also asked about other 
oppurtunities for input.
J. Settles: The Caudills are concerned about vultures roosting on 
structures.
P. Dolloff: Ms. Caudill has concerns about EMF and was offered 
materials.

T. Hayes of EKPC met with Mr. Caudill on 11-16-06 to discuss a 
number of issues including the use of herbicides and entry to 
property.

40
Darrell N. & Sarah M. 
Noland Cosby 
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No(s) First name Last name Open House comments EKPC Followup

41, 42 James P. & Wavylen Wells 
43 Paul & Mildred Wells 

44 Michael O. & Lisa G. Russell 
45 Herbert Wolfinbarger D. Ballard: B. Saia is considering purchasing this property.

46 Ronald G. & Brenda P. Reams 

D. Adams: Mr. Reams had concerns about EMF that were 
addressed by P. Dolloff.
G. Harvey: Mr. & Mrs. Eirich live in doublewide on property. 
They are OK with project. The Reams property is slightly outside 
the study area.

47 Keith Turpin & Betty B. Parke 

48 Cecil F. & Lillian J. Sword 

G. Harvey: Mr. Sword has no problem with the project. The 
existing line only clips his property. Looks like line will be on 
side away from house.

49 Robert M. & Linda P. Brant D. Ballard: Not affected.

50 Gene Alan Bunch 
D. Ballard: Mr. Bunch prefers line be located on northwest side 
of transmission line. OK to survey.

51 Michael W. & Alice E. Murphy R. Terrill: Property is inside the corridor.

52
Bennie Sue & Bobby R. 
Howard Helton 

53 Edward T. Rader 
54 Mary A. Stamper 
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55, 57 Allen D. Grant 
EKPC to verify ownership. City of Richmond might have 
purchased property.

56 Toby R. & Karen Webb 
EKPC to verify ownership of this parcel. City of Richmond might 
have purchased it.

58 Dorothy F. Johnstone 
59 Mark F. & Carolyn Sue Sweet 
60 Charles T. & Patsy N. Baker 

61 Mitzi A. & Felix A. Talamantez 

62 Thomas Masters 

Returned open house survey.
T. Mumm noted "Thomas Masters" for this parcel.
B. Grillon: Noted "Tom Masters" Property owner is planning on 
lot for his retirement. The north side of the parcel is preferred. 
Parcels #55 & #56 owned by city.

Cannot move around other properties because of impact on other 
property owners.

63 Dan C & Patti C. Reynolds T. Mumm: Not affected.
64 Gary D. & Marianne Reams 

65 Elinor Ann Hisle Routt 
H.K. Cunningham: Ms. Routt has concerns about EMF. EMF 
issues were addressed at open house.

66 Stephen & Susan Wells G. Harvey: Outside of study area.

67 Jack Adams 

68, 70
Millard Jones Life 
Estate

B. Sharp: Mr. Jones said he wanted original line to be on 
northern property line. EKPC proposed to construct line parallel to north of existing line.

69 W.H. Coleman EKPC to verify mailing address.
71 Laura G. Fenton 

72 Evan H. & Lillian F. McCord 
73 Coleman BOR Witt 

74 Evan H. & Lillian F. McCord 
D. Ballard: Prefers route on northern side of existing 
transmission line. Cell: 625-4756. Proposed Route on North side of existing line.
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75
William McCord 
Est

D. Ballard: Prefers route on northern side of existing 
transmission line. Cell: 625-4756. Proposed Route on North side of existing line.

76
Deatherage & 
Deatherage

77 Peyton R. Harrison 
78 Shirley Durbin 

79 Charles J. and Nicole M. Neeley

80 Roundtree Corp.

D. Adams: Roundtree Corp. owns property. Market Street 
Timber Inc. is long-term lessee. They have stacks of timber. Four 
concerns: 1) They often move logs around with cherry pickers 25-
30 feet in height. 2) They plan to build a storage building on 
higher elevation property. 3) Log crane is used to stack logs. 4) 
Use wireless handheld devices and concerned about interference. Not being crossed.

81 Wayne Lake 

G. Harvey: Doris Horne owns property in several different 
locations. Prefers this property be crossed if one has to be. She 
would not give a preferred location for crossing this parcel.
J. Settles: Ms. Horne is concerned about herbicides and 
application, especially that applicators would cause damage. Herbicides policy on parcel will addressed in easement negotiation.

82, 83

Hager Family 
Limited 
Partnership

B. Grillon: Property owners wanted information about route. 
There are townhouses in corner of parcel. Not being crossed.  Sent letter to that effect.

84 Neville T. & Josephine Cotton 
T. Mumm: Property is being developed. No problem with 
corridor.

85
Smith Children 
Irrevocable Trust

R. Terrill: Smiths prefer line go along north property line.There 
is already one line and a gas liine. Prefer the Newby line. EKPC to verify property line.
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86 Richard Igo Carr 
R. Terrill: There is a gas line on the property. Mr. Carr does not 
want on northern part of property.

Proposed route will not cross northern portion of property. EKPC 
will verify property line and gas line.

87 C.S. Wagers 

88, 89 Richard IV & Martha J. Cobb 
T. Mumm: Cobbs prefer that new line parallel existing line, if 
possible. If not, they prefer that line follow property line. EKPC's proposed route does not cross #88 or #89.

90 David L. & Harriette Williams 
91 Klinton Gilkerson 
92 Darrell Wells B. Sharp: OK to survey
93 W. Denyce Wells B. Sharp: OK to survey
94 Dwayne Wells B. Sharp: OK to survey
95 W. Dwayne Wells B. Sharp: OK to survey
96 Archie & Sheila Wathen 

97, 102 James R. Kelley 

98, 104 James & Linda Kelley 

H.K. Cunningham: Mr. Kelley does not have a preference 
which side of the existing line the new line goes on. May lose a 
barn.

99, 101 Alvin Jr. & Virginia Foster 
100 David & Donna Rhodus 

103, 105 Lynda H. Stivers 
G. Harvey: OK to survey. Call Ms. Stivers or Don Kelley (625-
0142), who takes care of property.

106, 107 Barry & Joyce Roberts 
D. Ballard: Mr. Roberts said he would prefer the transmission 
line be located on the other side of the corridor. EKPC's proposed route does not cross #106 or #107.

108 Jerry D. & Beverly Ann Gumm 
109 Thomas E. & Deborah S. Lane 

110, 112 Stevie David & Jamie Lynn Caldwell 
111 David E. Phillips 

113 Michael & Peggy Azbill 

D. Ballard: Azbills said either side of existing transmission line 
is OK. OK to survey. Phone: 624-9447. 
J. Settles: Azbills said access road is washing out and they want 
to know if EKPC can help maintain road.

T. Hayes of EKPC contacted Mr. Azbill on 11-28-06 and discussed 
road maintenance issues.
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EK Map 
No(s) First name Last name Open House comments EKPC Followup

114 Darrell Osborne
T. Mumm: Mr. Osborne prefers new line stay south of existing 
line, and just south of barn is even better. Proposed route will not cross #114.

115 Rhonda Rule 
116 Arthur & Hazel Turner 
117 Frank & Mertie Jordan 
118 Melissa & Sarah Turner 

119 Leonard & Linda Robinson 

D. Adams: Robinsons are concerned about EMF issues. One of 
them (or a neighbor) is a cancer survivor. (EMF concerns were 
addressed at open house.)
R. Terrill: Parcel is in a subdivision.

120 Sandra Culpepper R. Terrill: Parcel is in a subdivision. Proposed route will not cross #120.
121 Max & Bonita Kraft 
122 Donald & Catherine Rosenfarb 
123 Albert Robinson 
124 Roland Conner 

125 & 135 Thomas M. & Margaret Ruth Fox 
126 Robert & Deborah Griffin 

127, 128 Jeffery & Michelle Taylor 
129 Robert & Janis Day 

130
Lionel Hill C/O 
Bonnie Hill
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131 Avery & Susan Mullins 
132 Delbert & Carolyn B. Ousley 
133 Coy & Jones
134 GMR LLC
136 Ardith Ross 
137 Wallace Reams 

138, 142 Joseph B. Howard 

G. Harvey: Mr. Howard said it is OK as long as line does not cut 
through the middle of the farm. Begin parallelling near east 
property line. (One property line shown on the open house maps 
is incorrect.) Parallel on the south if possible. EKPC's proposed route parallels to south of existing line.

139, 141 Billy & Linda Curtis 
140 Vernon & Lois Mathis 
143 Barbara Jean Smith 
144 Elvin & Angela Smith 
145 Paul & Becky Reams 
146 Eddie & Tammi Warren 
147 Elizabeth A. Doll 
148 Betty Jo Harvey 

149, 150, 
152, 153 James Darby & Rosemary Harmon 

H.K. Cunningham: Tracts will not be affected. Will be within 
sight. Mr. Harmon had EMF questions.

Harmons were mailed a packet of information regarding EMF by N. 
Comer on 11-6-06

151 Cleveland Jr. & Ima Jean LE Perkins B. Murrey: Parcel is outside of corridor.

154, 160 Shirley W. & Cleo F. Durbin 

155, 156 Durrane Foster 

157
Pinpoint 
Properties LLC B. Grillon: EKPC is crossing corner of property.

158 Charles & Betty Dargavell 
159 Billy G. & Brenda K. Dargavell 
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161, 163 Kenneth & Dorothy Tudor 

D. Ballard: Mr. Tudor plans to subdivide #163 into 20 lots. 
Prefers transmission line be located on south side of corridor in 
treeline. OK to survey. Also owns part of #160.
Letter from attorney dated 9-5-06: EKPC can deal directly with 
Mr. Tudor but copy all correspondence to attorney (David L. 
Bohannon, Sword, Floyd & Moody, 218 W. Main St. Richmond, 
KY 40476-0300)

EKPC to verify with Mr. Tudor that it is OK to copy 
correspondence to attorney.

164 Kerri Isaacs 
165 Jason & Kelli Stearman Wright 

166 Mark & Elizabeth Morrow 
B. Murrey: OK to survey, but call first, 859-623-8985. Mr. 
Morrow prefers double circuit and objects to greenfield crossing.

Double circuit was considered but was ruled out because of 
economic feasiblity and proximity to houses on #164 and #165.
B. Grillon met with Mr. Murrow on 1-30-07 to discuss options for 
adjusting proposed route.

167 Sue G. Riley 
168 Darrell & Janice Reece 

169 Gene & Ruth Morris 

M.J. Warner: Spoke with Mr. Jones: There are four houses on 
the same tract. It is a trust. It's not likely affected. He wanted to 
see structure type.

170 Unknown
171 Jonathon Scott & Jane Guiley B. Sharp: Possibly will not affect.
172 Terry & Emily Agee 
173 J.B. & Louise Agee 

174, 176 Roscoe & Louise Winkler 
175 W. Cloyd Short 

177 Greeley B. & Larry Donald Long 

178 Russell Jr. & Stephanie Carson EKPC to verify ownership.
179 William F. Curtis 
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180, 181 Don & Janice Long 
R. Terrill: Owner prefers EKPC build double-circuit line. No 
problem to parallell to the south. Do not enter field if it is wet. EKPC proposes to rebuild existing line on #180 & #181..

182 Rachael L. Hovermale 
G. Harvey: Ms. Hovermale does not want another line on her 
property.

183 Willard T. & Debra J. Simpson 
184 Julius J. Jr. & Velinda S. Roman 

185 Roy Rogers 

B. Murrey: Mr. Rogers said it is OK to survey but call first, 623-
9986 or 582-1924 (cell). If line is parallelled, Mr. Rogers prefers 
new line be on south side. EKPC proposes to rebuild existing line on #185.

186 Ruth Masters Chandler 

187 Barry J. & Wayne L. Webb 
R. Terrill: Mr. Webb prefers north side. Tom Hayes to call about 
spraying. Work: 859-745-3294, home: 623-1901

T. Hayes of EKPC contacted Mr. Webb on 10-22-06 and discussed 
herbicide application and entry to property.
EKPC proposes to rebuild existing line on #187.

188 Jerry & Dorothy Edington 
189 John Cornelison

190, 191, 
192, 194 Minerich Inc.
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EK Map 
No(s) First name Last name Open House comments EKPC Followup

195, 196 Shelby Joe & Ann Masters B. Murrey: OK to survey. Masters prefer line on south side. EKPC proposes to rebuild existing line on #195 & #196.
197, 200 Edward Taylor 

193 Gordon & Sally J. Cotton 
198 James R. Cotton 
199 Alfred E. & Brandyn L. Winkler 
201 William R. Masters 
202 Kenneth & Brenda Fowler 
203 Alco & Cleo Ward 
204 James E. & Magalene Tipton 
205 Wm. M. & Johny M. Collins D. Ballard: Mr. Collins had no problem with this location.

206, 207 Lloyd Wilson Rhodus 

208, 211 Norvaline Cates Hale 

B. Sharp: OK to survey but call first (859-623-4063)
D. Ballard: Does not want transmission line located next to 
existing line.
M.J. Warner: (Attended East open house in Richmond.) Ms. 
Cates had questions about EMF. Discussed health issues from 
news/press. Took EMF information.
M. Stevens: OK to survey but call first. Ms. Hale has concerns 
about previous damage she says was done by EKPC.

EKPC proposes to rebuild the existing line on #208 (might cross) & 
#211.

209 Jess East EKPC to verify ownership.
210 Neal & Dona Rogers R. Terrill: Wrong owner. EKPC to verify ownership.

212 Hogan Moore 

B. Murrey: Property owner said when pole was replaced about 
one year ago, rocks were left in field. If EKPC parallels existing 
line, property owner prefers new line be on east side. EKPC proposes to rebuild existing line on #212.

213 Edd East 

214 Hogan & Pauline & Hogan Moore 
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215 Glenmore Prather 

T. Mumm: Prefers rebuild, but if that is not possible, parallel to 
the southeast. Concerned about tearing up fences, clearing right-
of-way. 859-624-0457. EKPC proposes to rebuild existing line on #215.

216 Hogan & Pauline Moore 
217 Jerome Krumpelmon

218 Marvin & Linda Gill 
219 Priscilla Ann Hawkins 
220 Newland Walker May 

221, 225
William Kirby & Ann & 
Arthur Teater D. Ballard: Set up field meeting for 9-5-06 at 1 p.m. EKPC personnel met in the field with Mr. Teater on Sept. 5, 2006.

222 Joe Coker 
223 A.D. East 
224 Raschell A. Lemaster 

226, 251 Randy & Angie Preston 
227, 231 Manford & Kathleen Foley 

228, 229, 
232, 243 F.C. & Alleta Foley

T. Mumm: Foleys prefer that poles be set in fences, not in fields; 
go south of barn on #231, miss field on #232; colocate on either 
side if possible.
D. Meadows: Foleys prefer that EKPC use existing line. If new 
line is necessary, they prefer it be outside fences on #243 and 
cross road south of barn and north of house on #231.

EKPC proposes to rebuild existing transmission line that crosses 
#228.  A small relocation of existing line near #243 will result in an 
easement on corner of #243

230 Woody & Darrell Rhodus 
233 Delbert Newby 

234, 235, 
237 Ronnie & Christine Moberly Centerline adjusted due to proximity to existing home.
236 Steven S. & Linda G. Browning 
238 Fred & Hallie Lear 

239
John Kennedy 
Heirs

240 Carliss & Frances Conley 
241 Laurence & Joyce Land 
242 Dorothy Long B. Sharp: OK to survey but call first.

244 Charles E. & Barbara Ray 
J. Settles: Prefer rebuild over parallel and prefer north route.
R. Terrill: Prefer north route. Prefer rebuild. New owner. EKPC plans to rebuild existing line on #244.

245 William & Dora Godber 
246 Gail Stewart 
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247 Ethel D. & James Porter Wilmot 

B. Grillon: There is a shop on the property east of fields on west 
side. Mr. Wilmot would prefer line not be on the ridge. He is 
planning a pond. Contact about mitigation. EKPC plans to rebuild existing line on #247.

248 James H. & Bruce Warren 
249 James Henry Warren 

250 James H. & Dorothy Warren 

252, 276, 
325, 326 Carlisle & Patricia A. Stone 

M.J. Warner: Stones asked about distance and EMF. Their 
home is near lines. They wanted to know about shielding by 
tractor cab. They took information and business card.
B. Sharp: OK to survey but call first (cell: 859-200-1121). 
Stones are concerned about blind calves. Please remove old 
poles. Look at moving old guys near old hay rolls.
J. Settles: Stones are concerned about herbicides and blind 
calves, as well as treatment on poles. On #325, move guy wires 
near hay field.

T. Hayes of EKPC contacted Mr. Stone on 11-22-06 and discussed 
herbicide application, guy wires and removal of old poles from 
property.

253 Russell D. & Agnes Purcell 
M. Stevens: OK to survey, but call first. Shop: 792-3963, 792-
2001.

254 Roger Purcell 
255, 267, 
275, 282, 

375 Teater Bros Inc B. Sharp: Phone: 792-4373; cell: 339-9507.
EKPC personnel met in the field with William Teater on Sept. 5, 
2006.

256 Patricia L. & Wm. Russell Elmore 
M. Stevens: Parcel has a newly built home that does not show up 
on map. EKPC's proposed route does not cross #256.

257 Ronald & Theresa Elwood 
258 Opal McCulley 
259 Gary & Josephine Ray B. Sharp: Son has pacemaker.
260 Terri Carter Odell Murphy 

261 Othle W. & Barbara S. Ray 

B. Grillon: Gas line crosses property. Rays are concerned about 
grounding barns and fences. EKPC personnel addressed 
grounding of fences and buildngs at open house.

262
Steven M. & Faye M. 
Campbell Vagasky 

B. Grillon: Mr. Vagaskey prefers line does not come up 
driveway or cut trees and says he is building house. He asked 
about constructing windmills. Responded that windmills are OK 
as long as they are not in easement. EKPC's proposed route does not cross #262.

263 Eddie & Janet Hasty 
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No(s) First name Last name Open House comments EKPC Followup

264
Mary Dorothy 
McCulley Trust

265 Charles & Rita Dillard 
266 Shannon & Judy Hasty 
268 Henry R. Kelly 

269 Kevin & Deana Oliver 
B. Sharp: OK to survey but call first (859-792-2572, 859-339-
3839 cell). Tennessee Natural Gas pipeline.

270 William E. & Paula D. Hammock 
272, 273 Maurice & Keith Middleton 
278, 279 Earl & Loretta Gibson 

271 William B. Kelly 
274 Mark & Elizabeth Strunk 
277 David Gibson 

280, 327 Dwight Denny & Patricia Ray 

281 Paul J. & Jewell W. Baker 

R. Terrill: Bakers do not want line and do not want spraying of 
herbicides. They say there have been livestock problems since 
spraying. They also have concerns about EMF.
J. Settles: Bakers said neighbor may have problems with cattle.

T. Hayes of EKPC contacted Mrs. Baker on 11-27-06 and 
discussed applications of herbicides and entry to property.

283, 284 Robert L. & Debbie Tudor 

285 Paul & Oneida Black 

Returned open house survey.
B. Grillon: There is a barn on the edge of the corridor. Mr. Black 
said this parcel is the location of the John Hendrickson home 
site.
D. Meadows: Mr. Black plans to use parcel as future home site 
for children. Parcel is site of 1770 John Hendrickson log cabin.
M.J. Warner: Mr. Black is concerned about property value and 
future development.
B. Sharp: Mr. Black is concerned about the route. He does not 
want the line. He would prefer line goes up the hollow.
J. Settles: Mr. Black's home was an old log cabin. May need to 
investigate. EKPC's proposed route does not cross #285.

286 Ronnie Broaddus 
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287 Marc & Gilbert Creech 
288 Dennis & Claudia Smith 

289, 296 Fred Logan Simpson 

Returned open house survey.
B. Grillon: Mr. Simpson said there is a 1796 home site on the 
property that belonged to Randolph Hall, a preacher.
B. Sharp: Mr. Simpson is concerned about the route. He does 
not want the line. See about Jim Clark Road along the top of the 
hill. There are potential historic sites.
D. Meadows: Mr. Simpson plans to use parcel as a future home 
site for his children. Parcel #289 was site of 1796 Randolph Hall 
house that was destroyed by fire in 1830.
M.J. Warner: Mr. Simpson was concerned about property value 
and ruining high development potential. He asked why not use 
northern route? Explained to him further assessment and EKPC's 
conclusions. Mr. Simpson asked about negotiating an alignment. 
Explained next steps, including notice to property owners with 
plat and CPCN application. Explained EKPC could work on 
location until then and with minor adustment after PSC action, if 
approved.
J. Settles: Mr. Simpson has archaelogical concerns about #289. 
He says a 1700s-era house burned in 1830 and he recovers 
pottery, etc., when plowing. EKPC's proposed route does not cross #289 or #296.

290 Jimmy Ray Doolin 
291 Jeffrey & Kimberly Black 
292 James E. & Bertha Montgomery 

293, 295 Kenneth & Barbara Montgomery 
294 John Wesley Gorman 
297 Robin Whisman 
298 Paula Tuggle 

299 Paul N. & Kathy R. Tuggle 
D. Meadows: Tuggles said they prefer line go on southern part 
of property. EKPC's proposed route does not cross #299.

300 Gordon W. & Katherine J. Hasty 
301 Ronald & Pamela Ray 
302 David Allen Jr. Ray 
303 David A. Sr & Carol Ray 
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304 Joe T. Bilbrey B. Sharp: OK to survey.

305

Billy S. & Freda 
M. Pendleton 
Trust 

Mr. Pendleton attended the Oct. 10, 2006 open house for the KU-
Lancaster to Garrard Co. project and said he does not want 
transmission line on his property.

306 Holton & Nancy Howard 

B. Sharp: All of the farm is now a platted subdivision. Could go 
along the subdivision and south side of the tract.
H.K. Cunningham: Property has been subdivided. Can live with 
line on lower end, away from his house. EKPC's proposed route does not cross #306.

307 Michael J. King 

308-316
Landmasters AVG 
LLC

317 Grover W. & Teresa Drew 
318, 319, 

320 Woodie & Marsha Leavell 

321 Elizabeth Clark 

D. Ballard: Ms. Clark is mother of Virgil Clark who worked in 
right of way for the state Department of Transportation for 30+ 
years. Life estate in property. Ms. Clark prefers transmission line 
be located between their home (#321) and uncle's home (#380), 
and parallel property line. EKPC's proposed route does not cross #321.

322 Roy & Debby Davis 
323 Joseph D. Beck 

324 Dan & Dorothy Hall 
R. Terrill: This parcel is along a rebuild section and existing line 
does not cross property.

328 Gary Jasper 

329 Sue Poynter 
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330, 331 Billy Joe & Janice Yocum 
332, 334 Roy Davis 

335 Roy & Sue Davis 
336 Roy & Sue Davis 
337 Roy & Sue Davis 

338, 339 Gabriel & Sharon Edwards 
340 Patsy K. Hume 
341 Ernie & Aundria Davis 

342 Billy & Bruce McMillian 
H.K. Cunningham: 931-864-7299, cell:931-261-3010 or 931-
261-3782

343, 344, 
347 Shane E. & Sheila K. Meece 

345 Wm. Carroll & Patsy Broadus 

G. Harvey: Mr. Broadus does not want a line on his property. He 
has had a bad experience with another line. May be a cooperative 
line.

346, 348 Thomas Robinson & Vicki Naylor 

349 Kevin & Keith Middleton 

350 Mitchell & Connie Lamb 
D. Ballard: Locate on back of property. Prefer it not be on their 
property. EKPC's proposed route is on the back of #350.

351
Michael C Noe & 
Merit Livestock

352 Eulalah Gilliam 
353 Judith Kirby Shearer 
354 Elzie & Carlie P. Barker 
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355 Edward & Lucinda Barker 
356 Kenneth E. & Barbara Montgomery 
357 Kenneth D. Norton 
358 Ricky & Vickie Bolton 
359 Allen & Tami L. Pickett 
360 Sylvia Reusche 
361 Sammy & Kimberly Young 
362 John & Helen Collins 

363 Earl & Noemi Lane 

G. Harvey: Unlikely they will be crossed. They are concerned 
about devaluing the property.
M.J. Warner: Collected information about EMF.

364 Rhonda Vice 
365 Lorraine Miller 
366 Joe Leavell 

367 Kenneth & Phyllis Underwood 

M.J. Warner: Mr. Underwood collected EMF information and 
took some information for neighbor (Ophelia Parker, #368) and 
took business card.
D. Ballard: Mr. Underwood does not want transmission line on 
this side of the corridor. He does not have a problem with the 
centerline of the corridor. EKPC's proposed route does not cross #367.

368 Ophelia Parker 
369 Para Lee Bean 
370 Jimmy W. Cox 

371
United Methodist 
Church B. Murrey: OK to survey.

372 Tom M. & Susan Henderson 
373 Kevin E. & Charity M. Foster B. Sharp: Probably will not cross.
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374 Jimmy Rondal & Mildred Broadus 
376 Judith Clark 

377, 378 Donnie & Stella Prewitt 

R. Terrill: Gas line on property. Mr. Prewitt prefers that line 
come down property line.
J. Settles: Property owner asked what bats were caught on the 
property. Settles responded that red bats and big brown bats were 
caught.

379
David Daniel 
Mercy Inc

380 Roy & Hildreth Patterson 

381 Harry D. & Shirley Howard 

B. Sharp: Try to keep the line as far south on property as 
possible.
H.K. Cunningham: Prefer to keep line to the south, if possible, 
south of pond. EKPC's proposed route does not cross #381.

382 Radford W. & Nancy E. Jones 
383 David E. Patterson T. Mumm: Will not be crossed.

384 Phillip & Deirdre Price 

D. Ballard: Prices do not want line to cross their property and do 
not want to see the transmission line. Will not sell easement. Will 
start letter-writing campaign. There is a house on the back of the 
property. Two 4-acre tracts.

385, 386, 
387 Wm. Kirby & Ann C. Teater 

388 Louis D. & Ann W. Ball 
H.K. Cunningham: Property is barely in corridor, unlikely to be 
affected.

389,390 Jeffrey C. & Jamie Hester 

B. Sharp: OK to survey.
T. Mumm: Hesters prefer that line go to the north on the back 
side of the ridge, don't cut trees and stay away from creek.
B. Murrey: Mr. Hester prefers line to be as far away from 
residence as possible, along ridge, don't cut trees and stay away 
from creek.
J. Settles: Mr. Hester requested that line be located as far away 
from house as possible and EKPC remove as few trees as 
possible. Mrs. Hester requested that EKPC take her school class 
netting.

391 Wendell R. & Karen S. Hatfield 

G. Harvey: Mrs. Hatfield is concerned about cutting trees where 
her husband hunts.
M.J. Warner: Mrs. Hatfield had questions about EMF. She took 
a packet of information.
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392 Patricia D. Sutton 
393 Arthur L. Jr. Dunn 
394 Corbett & Deborah Tolson B. Sharp: Likely to cross.

395 Colby Arnold T. Mumm: Prefers that line stay to the north. EKPC to verify ownership.
396 Colby Clay & Joan C. Arnold 
397 Samuel & Charles Bourne 
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